Introduction
Let us say that an agent, Medea, is akratic if and only if she freely, knowingly, and intentionally performs an action (F against her better judgment that an incompatible action W (which may only be refraining from (Ding) is the better thing to do.2 This form of succumbing to temptation Pears3 calls last ditch akrasia; a more extreme and more contentious thesis, which I shall not attend to, would hold that Medea also intends to T (at the time of (Ding).4 Many have held, and continue to hold, that akrasia is incoherent and does not occur. But on these skeptics falls the burden of failing to save appearances: akrasia certainly seems to occur -Euripides' play doesn't appear to involve an incoherent philosophy of action, and surely we all experience something which the above definition appears to capture. Its occurrence is not confined to the heat of Greek tragedy of course; Austin draws attention to its commonplace status: I am very partial to ice cream, and a bombe is served divided into segments corresponding one to one with persons at High Table: I am tempted to help mvself to two segments, thus succumbing to temptation and even conceivably (but why necessarily?) going against my principles. But do I lose control of myself? Do I raven, do I snatch the morsels from the dish and wolf them down, impervious to the consternation of my colleagues? Not a bit of it. We often succumb to temptation with calm and even finesse.5 i The translation of these famous lines (1078-9) is contentious. See C. Gill, "Did Chrysippus Understand Medea?", (Phronesis 28, 1983) for excellent discussion. 2 Throughout this paper I use the variables W and c1 for actions; sometimes, however, I slip between using them to stand for nouns and using them for verbs. So I might talk of "the action 'I" (the action running) while on another occasion say "she intends to 7'" (she intends to run). From Augustine until quite recently, something close to the later Platonicmentary, the doxographers' reports so unreliable, that I believe the line between exegesis and interpretation to be intractably vague regarding Chrysippus. Speculative as my conclusions may seem, they are unashamedly so, for I believe that to say anything of philosophical interest about Chrysippus (or the early Stoics in general) requires a willingness to step beyond the available texts.
The Stoic System
In order to discuss the Stoic view of akrasia in any depth it will first be necessary to lay out some of their metaphysics and epistemology. This section may be taken as presenting certain important premises which will be tied together and brought to bear on the issue of akrasia in the third section.
The most important metaphysical premise of the Stoic system is the belief in universal providence. The world, for them, is a carefully designed, rational system, and the best of all possible systems. It follows that although something may seem bad (illness, famine, etc.), a larger perspective -that of Zeus -will always reveal that it was for the best, a necessary sacrifice for maintaining maximal overall utility. The organisms of the world are providently designed so as to seek what is best for themselves (though are not guaranteed to achieve it). Animals (as opposed to plants) are vested with impulses (hormai) in order to pursue self-preservation. Humans, on the other hand, are designed such that at a certain age reason takes over from impulse as the director of self-management.
A foundational departure from Platonic and Aristotelian systems lies in the Stoics' conception of the human soul. The adult soul, they insist, is unified; it is not divided into "appetitive", "spirited", "nutritive", etc., entities, but consists entirely of the rational element. The rational soul, though without parts, does have eight different faculties: the five senses, reproductive capacity, utterance, and the ruling element (hegemonikon)7 -the first seven being functions of the last.8 The world causally affects the soul, in the form of the creation of an impression (typosis) upon the senses, which results in an image or presentation (phantasia)9 to which the soul can, if it wishes, assent (synkatathesis). Such assent amounts to full apprehension (kataUlpsis). A presentation may also result in an impulse (horme): a move-ment of the soul towards an object. Since the hegemonik6n is the rational, ruling element of the soul, all faculties of the soul are also imbued with rationality -there is no room in the (early) Stoic soul for irrational elements. The ability to assent is the fundamental hallmark of rationality (distinguishing humans from animals'0), and the impulses resulting from assents in the mature human will also be, unlike animals' or children's impulses, of a rational nature. Plutarch reports Chrysippus as saying that "the impulse of man is reason prescribing action to him";" and Diogenes Laertius says "reason supervenes as the craftsman of impulse."'2
Of the problems this conception raises, most pressing to the issue of akrasia is the fact that the Stoics' psychological commitments mean that passions, such as anger, shame, dread, delight, etc., must be in some fundamental sense rational movements. Unlike Zeno and Cleanthes, who may have held that passions are (feelings?) caused by the soul's judgment, Chrysippus says these passions are judgments, they are assents to impressions. What distinguishes passions from other judgments, for Chrysippus, is that they are false, recently-formed judgments that something is good or bad, and ones that provoke forceful and excessive impulses.'3 They are false because of universal providence: if I stub my toe I may be inclined to think it a "bad thing" and feel irritated or even angry. If, however, I assent to it really being a bad thing, then I am making a mistake, because, in the grand scheme of things, the stubbing of my toe was right and proper and willed by a benevolent Zeus. Judging something very good will also be inevitably mistaken, for (again, because of providence) nothing that occurs is really any better than anything else. Because passions are false they are "contrary to nature" and thus, we might be tempted to say, "irrational" (if, by "in harmony with nature", we understand "in harmony with universal reason"). The impulses which are consequent to the assent will also have a flavour of "irrationality", in that the agent will be moved to act as if something were greatly desirable (or undesirable) when it is really not. It remains to be seen, then, how the Stoics can consistently uphold the position that passions are rational movements. I have identified the passion with the judgment (privileging the Chrysippian account), and talked of the impulse as some consequent event in the soul, but I wish now to question the latter assumption. Galen describes Chrysippus: "he tries to show the affections are judgments and are not something supervening on judgment."'4 Plutarch reports the Stoics as affirming "that not every judgment is an emotion, but only that which sets in motion a violent and excessive impulse."'5 On the other hand, Arius Didymus tells us that "passion is impulse which is excessive."16 And Galen complains that Chrysippus goes on (after giving the above definition) to say that "affection is also appropriately called excessive impulse."'7 I believe that we can accommodate these seemingly competing positions by drawing the assenting judgment and the impulse conceptually closer. Anius Didymus, though identifying passions with impulses, earlier has told us that the Stoics said that "all impulses are assents."'8 Galen interprets Chrysippus' view that passions are judgments as entailing that "he is using judgment as a name for impulse and assent."19 Recently, Nussbaum has argued persuasively that emotional turmoil is not something which results from a rational assent to something being the case. Rather, to fully assent to a value-laden proposition (that, for example, my irreplaceable and wonderful lover is dead) is the emotional upheaval. To identify the judgment with the impulse would explain, at least, the apparent inconsistencies for which Galen pours scorn on Chrysippus. say that the assent to a proposition is the movement of the soul towards an action; they are differing descriptions of one and the same event in the soul.2' Arius' last mentioned quote is followed by an argument against the identification I am suggesting. He argues that impulses could not be assents (despite the fact that he reports this as the Stoic view) because "acts of assent and impulses actually differ in their objects: propositions are the objects of acts of assent, but impulses are directed towards predicates, which are contained in a sense in the proposition."22 We could ignore this as Arius' own argument, and therefore not an early Stoic, or Chrysippian, commitment; however, it will prove very useful to the discussion of akrasia to spend some time pursuing it.
Arius says impulses have predicates as their objects because impulses are movements of the soul towards action -they are causes of action. Impulses therefore cause a change in something (the body: its location, position, etc.). The Stoic view of causation is often put in terms of one object being the cause of a predicate becoming true of another object. Sextus Empiricus, for example, writes, "the scalpel, a body, becomes the cause to the flesh, a body, of the incorporeal predicate 'being cut"'.23 An impulse to eat, therefore, has as its object a predicate "being eaten (by me)" which it moves the soul towards making true of some food. Alternatively (and consistently), the same impulse moves the soul to make the predicate "has eaten (that food)" true of me. There is no unique correct description of the object. The act of assenting to a presentation, on the other hand, has a complete "sayable" (lekton) as its object: the soul assents to the proposition "there is food in front of me".24 We can see the presentation, sans assent, as being like the 23 Adversus mathematicos, 9.211 (LS 55B). 24 Throughout this paper I make the assumption that when one assents to an impression one is assenting to the corresponding proposition. Arius is unequivocal on this. From Sextus Empiricus we also have: "true limpressions] are ones of which it is possible to make a true assertion", op. cit., 7.242-6 (LS 39G); and later, "a rational impression is one in which the content of the impression can be exhibited in language", 8.70 (LS 33C). Diogenes Laertius writes, "For the impression arises first, and then the thought, which has the power of talking, expresses in language what it experiences by the agency of the impression", 7.49 (LS 33D). Inwood makes a good discussion of this point in his book (op. cit., pp. 57-66). soul realising that it's as if food is in front of it; the assent adds commitment that it is the case. Chrysippus argues that the soul can receive many presentations at once; rejecting Cleanthes' "wax seal" metaphor, he likens the soul to the air around a crowded conversation, undergoing numerous simultaneous movements in response to the many voices.25 Thus, as well as receiving the presentation "there is food in front of me", I may also simultaneously receive the impression "there is steak in front of me", "I feel hungry", "it looks extremely appetising", etc. Though I have found no textual support, there seems no reason to hesitate in concluding that the soul can assent to all these presentations simultaneously. A little introspection (for what it's worth) would seem to uphold this: when I move from thinking that it is as if the steak has been laid before me (well-done, appetising, with potatoes, etc.,) to an act of assent that this is the case, surely I assent to all these propositions en masse. When one reflects on the numerous propositions that appear to be true of the world before me, even just restricting oneself to the visual field, to hold that I assent to them piecemeal seems ludicrous.
If this is objectionable, there is a weaker thesis to make the same point. When I assent to the proposition "there is a steak in front of me", surely I automatically assent to certain logical concomitants: "there is a piece of meat in front of me", "there is food in front of me", "there is something in front of me". This is different than the previous point: there I sketched a picture of several assents happening at once, responding to different "pieces" of the visual field, contingently associated. The weaker thesis means that one and the same assent will be to different propositions logically or analytically associated. To assent to "there is a steak" I have to be able to subsume the presentation I am getting under the general concept "steak", and I do not have that concept unless I know that steak is food. Therefore it would be impossible for me to assent to "there is steak" without assenting to "there is food" (or "there is something"). What I am suggesting then, is that a single movement of the soul can be taken as an assent to a number of logically entwined propositions.
I would like to steer the above suggestions to a conclusion against Arius. One and the same movement of the soul (qua impulse) can be towards different predicates, depending on description. Using only the "weaker thesis", I believe we can conclude that one and the same movement of the soul (qua assent) can be towards different propositions, depending on description. In each case there is a range of acceptable predicates or propositions by which one can truly describe the object of the movement. This being so, there seems nothing to prevent one going further, and saying that one and the same movement of the soul may be properly described as an impulse or as an act of assent, the range of acceptable objects including both predicates and propositions. Qua impulse, the movement takes predicates; qua assent, it takes propositions. Inwood's unpursued comment seems useful here -he suggests that an impulse "is not an independently specifiable mental event, but is a theoretical entity posited to do a theoretical job."26 Impulses, he seems to be saying, should properly befunctionally-construed. Two or more functional roles may be simultaneously instantiated by one physical event. Like Inwood, I will leave this point undeveloped, but consider it as evidence to the conclusion that Anus' observation does not amount to an argument for non-identity, merely for perspective-sensitive treatment.
I have attempted to identify acts of assent with impulses in order to disambiguate the location of "the passion" within the Stoic system -to locate the referent. But the foregoing argument was also useful for exposing how, within the Stoic soul, there can be more than one assent at a time. I will employ this conclusion, especially in the stronger form, as a premise below, when I come to discuss akrasia. To be clear, let me present the stronger thesis once more. Imagine I am shown a painted picture -let this be the presentation. It is as if there is a house in the picture, smoke coming from the chimney, flowers in the garden, etc. Now, it's not as if the picture presents a single presentation: many propositions are true of the picture. Chrysippus unambiguously suggests a model such that I can receive many presentations at once. Usually I would not assent to the presentation(s) in question; of course, I assent to it being the case that there is a picture of a house in front of me, but not that there's a house in front of me. But suppose I do assent to the latter (suppose it's a particularly life-like, trompe l'oeil presentation). Which, exactly, presentation or proposition do I assent to? Surely, if I assent at all, I assent to a number: "there is a house in front of me", "there are red flowers in the garden", "there is a fire inside", etc. (Less contentiously, surely if I assent to "there is a house in front of me" then I assent to "there is an building in front of me"; or if I assent to "the flowers are red", then "the flowers are coloured".) My perceptual beliefs are not formed piecemeal, they come in packages -some linked by logic, others purely contingently.
Acts of assent do not always involve perception or existentially-quantified propositions. One can affirm logical connections ("if p, then q", "all ps are qs") and normatively-loaded propositions ("ps are good"). One can assent to a presentation that doesn't come immediately from the senses, such as in the case of memory. More importantly for my purposes here, even in cases of perception, the act of assent that such-and-such is the case invariably involves applying a general or singular term -which pre-exists in the soul -to an item of perception. Two examples: when I assent to "there is a steak" I must have the concept "steak" already existing in my soul in order to so categorise my experience. When I assent to "there is Socrates" I must have the name "Socrates" already existing in my soul in order to so categorise my experience. In what follows I will pay attention to the former -the application of a general predicate, or concept, to experience.
The ability to apply concepts to one's experience is the very hallmark of the Stoic conception of rationality. One gains concepts through perceptual experience, creating new concepts from the old via the processes of resemblance, analogy, transposition, composition, and contrariety.27 This process is part of the natural development of a human: humans are considered naturally rational because they naturally categorise their experiences. Sextus Empiricus writes that it is not the case that humans "differ from the other creatures in virtue of simple impressions -for they too receive thesebut in virtue of impressions created by inference and combination,"28 and Galen quotes Chrysippus' On reason: "Reason is a collection of certain conceptions and preconceptions."29 Whenever one assents to a proposition, one applies certain concepts to one's experience. Long writes that the hegemonikon "responds to the impression by interpreting and classifying it, seeing it as, say, a black dog and not merely as a shape of a certain colour and size."30 Of course, few impressions are infallible, and one can certainly make mistakes, misapplying a concept: I may apply the concept "dog" to a dimly perceived cat, apply "good" to something indifferent, etc. One can, presumably, through miseducation, learn to systematically misapply a concept. For example, the Stoics would analyze the Epicureans as systematically misapplying the concept "good" to their impressions, assenting to all pleasurable impressions with "this is good". More idiosyncratic misapplications are easily imaginable: an arachnophobe misapplies the concept "frightening" or "bad" to all impressions to which he also applies "spider". This last example also gives a good chance to see how in assenting -in, that is, applying a concept -one's soul is also moved to action: the arach-27 Diogenes Laertius, op. cit., 7.53 (LS 39D).
28 Op. cit., 8.275-6 (LS 53T). 29 Op. cit., V 3.1 (LS 53V). De Lacy translates "tvvoL6ov" and "-nokXipv"
as "notions" and "concepts". John Cooper has (in conversation) suggested "pre-concept" as a translation of the latter technical term. 30 Op. Cit., p. 126. nophobe, on applying "frightening" to the spidery impression, is in the same motion impelled to avoidance behaviour. The behaviour is not a consequent effect of the assent. How the soul is moved to action (what impulses occur) can therefore also be, to some degree, an idiosyncratic feature, depending on the connections between the concepts that one assents to. The impulse of a starving man when assenting to "there is food" is quite different than that when he is sated; the impulse of the glutton is different than that of the temperate agent.
The sage will apply the concept "spider" when, and only when, confronted with a spider. She also has the concept "frightening" though never applies it, because she never assents to anything, let alone spiders, being frightening. Such a sage has perfect rationality, but the arachnophobe, for all his misapprehension, is still in important ways "rational." He has made a mistake in forging a connection between fearfulness and spiderhood, but it is, nevertheless, rationality which rules his thoughts and actions: he thinks "if x is a spider, x is frightening" and "this is a spider", therefore he thinks "this is frightening". And the impulse to action which has become associated (through experience) with the last judgment is the appropriate one: he is moved to run away.3' It is the hegemonikon which applies the concepts and makes logical connections, and the hegemonikon is entirely rational. The fact that it may, on occasions, misapply concepts and make false connections does not mean that it ceases to be rational. It does reveal, perhaps, that it has been exposed to a skewed or incomplete view of the universe; for, being naturally rational, the hagemonik6n will always make the right judgments if its conditions (including conditions during past episodes of concept-formation) are optimal. Given almost inevitably suboptimal epistemic conditions, the human is prone to error, but is no less rational for that.
I have moved through several areas of the Stoic system -providence, epistemology, rationality -seemingly, perhaps, without direction. But the discussion has laid out and argued for some of the most important theses which in the next section I shall apply to the issue of akrasia.
3' This "become associated" should not be taken to undermine the earlier identity claim I made. Suppose at time t assent to the proposition "X is a good way to get a Ph.D." is identical with a certain movement of the soul towards an action: pursuit, let's say. They are, as I argued, ways of looking at the same psychological event. Through experience, one's attitudes may change, one may learn certain things, come to assent to other conceptual connections. Eventually, at time t+l, assent to the proposition "X is a good way to get a Ph.D." is identical with a different movement of the soul: an impulse to avoid. On pain of contradicting Leibniz's Law, we must say that the event which is the assent to the proposition is not quite the same event as it once was, but the change need not extend as far as us thinking that assent to a different proposition is involved.
Akrasia
For their account of akrasia the Stoics have always been admonished by their critics, so much so that significant changes to the system were made by Posidonius the 1st century B.C., probably largely in order to accommodate the phenomenon more smoothly. The problem is as follows: if the soul is unified and rational, then how could it do otherwise than it judges best? -if the rational processes of the soul judge that 'I is best, and it is the soul alone that is responsible for This oscillation model would have us view Medea as applying, at time t, the concept "revenge-demanding" to the situation; then at t+l she retracts it, and applies "maternal love-demanding" to the situation, then retracts this at t+2. She also assents to a number of conditional propositions, in particular: "if I am betrayed, then I must seek vengeance"35 and "if I have children, then I must love them." The explanation for her assent to these presentations lies in her past: she learned such things through experience, as her rational faculties developed (they may, for all that, be false). She is not forced by reason to assent to anything, of course, for assenting or withholding assent are within her autonomous control (see footnote 39). But we might say that rationality "presses" Medea in certain ways (e.g., if she assents to "p" and "if p then q", then she will be pressed for assent to "q"). In this case it presses her to assent to the presentation that the situation calls for unconditional vengeance and simultaneously presses her to assent that the situation calls for maternal love. Normally the two things would not be in conflict, but her deliberative powers also lead her to see that the best, or only, way to achieve complete satisfaction of the demand for vengeance is to murder her children. By applying the concept "revenge-demanding", she will also be led, via assent to conditionals, to apply the concept "infanticidedemanding". But those very same reasoning capacities also call for the application of the concept "maternal love-demanding" to the situation (or "not-infanticide-demanding").
Somewhere Medea has gone wrong, for reason, properly applied, does not lead to such a predicament. Presumably the error lies in one or more of the conditionals she assents to, revealing a biased or incomplete experience of the world. The sage, via reflection on the providence of the universe, has realised that to leave one's "foes unpunished, and so earn their mockery" is not something to care deeply about. Medea, however, lacks this wisdom, and, consequently, contradictory presentations press upon her. In addition, to assent to some of these propositions is to unleash an impulse to action. What type of action is associated with assent to a particular proposition (and how strong that impulse is) may also be, I have argued, an idiosyncratic 35This conditional may be the product of others. In the play, Medea seems motivated to avoid at all costs the public dishonour that unavenged betrayal would bring. She asserts, "Do I wish to leave my foes unpunished, and so earn their mockery?", "The laughter of foes is not to be endured", "Grievous to foes, and serviceable to friends; For such the lives that win the fairest fame." Her vengeance, despite Galen's assertion that she "was not persuaded by any reasoning to kill her children" (IV 2.27) seems reasoned straight from premises to which she assents. feature of the agent, perhaps the result of a somewhat unusual history. Medea, conceivably, is particularly sensitive to betrayal, so much so that the impulse which comes with applying the concept "revenge-demanding" to a presentation is a particularly violent and uncompromising one.
Accounting for the phenomenon of conflict is only part of an adequate theory. Many also feel that akrasia involves an obvious feeling of reason being "overwhelmed" that requires explanation -something that the oscillation model does not purport to explain: that at the very time of performing D Medea rationally judges 'v to be the better option. This alleged desideratum may be accounted for with an additional appeal to impulses.36 Medea's assent to 4) at t has unleashed an impulse towards that action, for which retraction of concept-application and assent to a contrary proposition is insufficient to check. Thus, at t+1 Medea finds herself performing (P in spite of the fact that at t+l she is judging v the better option. Such an irretrievable impulse will be excessive in that it will be beyond what nature prescribes. In support of such an interpretation Galen cites Chrysippus' use of the metaphor of the runner -when walking, a person can stop herself easily and at will, but when running at speed autonomous control is lost.: The decision to run was the agent's, but once that decision is executed certain consequences ensue which are beyond simple control or the power of recall. 38 Talking of the assent "unleashing" an impulse need not be incompatible with my earlier argument that the two are one. What it does require is that the impulse-aspect of the movement of the soul has certain consequences -which we might be tempted to call part of the "impulse" -which are distinct from the judgment/impulse, and when the judgment is retracted the causal consequences of the impulse continue for a while. What I want to insist upon is that these causal consequences are just that: consequences -they are not the impulse itself, any more than they are the judgment. It is the temptation to call these consequences of the impulse the impulse itself which creates tensions; Gould, for example, is led to the view that impulses are something bodily, which defies Chrysippus' definition (op. cit., pp. 182-3). The consequences of the impulse may well be bodily changes which play an important role in akratic action, but the impulse itself is clearly intended to be a psychical event. When we talk of a judgment "unleashing" an impulse, I suggest that we are talking about a movement of the soul (which is both a judgment and an impulse) which, qua impulse, unleashes certain bodily forces. he supported either one of them, he would have little need for the other. Rather than attempt to get to the bottom of this, I prefer to argue that we can do better for Chrysippus than either of these theories. The problem with Galen's story is the same as that which traps the Platonic view. Indeed, this view looks a lot like the Platonic view, in that the act of judgment is "usurped" by a force beyond the rational faculty's power to control (thumos and epithumia have merely been replaced by impulses). One might suspect that Galen, having strong sympathies with Platonic psychology, is motivated to make the Stoic account collapse into a pseudo-Platonic view, thereby supporting his own commitments. The problem is that of responsibility: if the agent's actions are the result of forces beyond the agent's control, and in spite of all the agent might do to prevent them, then they are not "actions" at all, for they are not free. This analysis, then, would not explain akratic action (and we are assuming that akrasia is by definition a type of action). Plutarch's oscillation model, on the other hand, fails to allow that at the very time of Fing the agent's judgment is that W is the better thing to do. This analysis is essentially eliminativist -denying that the phenomenon, as I initially defined it, exists. To burden the Stoics with either of these analyses is to do them no favours (which is hardly surprising, given both doxographers' dissatisfaction with Chrysippus). And to hold that they somehow combined both of these accounts does nothing to suggest a "mixed solution", but merely doubles the burden. The charity that I extend to the Stoics throughout this paper requires an alternative reading.
Medea is being pressed by conflicting presentations: it seems as if revenge is called for (which, if assented to, leads it to seem as if infanticide is called for) and it seems as if maternal love is called for. Instead of seeing Medea as oscillating between assents, let us imagine that she assents to both simultaneously. I have already argued at length to make room for simultaneous assents to different propositions. At this point I might add the observation that there was not much purpose for Chrysippus' going to the trouble of insisting that we can receive many presentations at once if he did not also think that we may be able to assent to more than one at a time. Here, things appear more extreme, for she seems, at first glance, to be assenting to contradictory propositions: infanticide is called for, infanticide is not called for. The hegemonikon is rational, so does not happily assent to contradictions. But it can assent to contradictions, since it is an autonomous faculty, and assent (or withholding of assent) is never compelled.39 -'9 The Stoic views on freedom are complicated and beyond my scope here. It would appear that Chrysippus attempted to have his cake and eat it too (see Gould, op. cit., pp. 148-52). I will merely say that insofar as Chrysippus allows genuine autonomy into his Sextus Empiricus' classification of impressions includes those that are "true and false" and those which are "neither true nor false."40 His examples make clear that one can assent to such presentations (as did Orestes of Electra's being a Fury), thereby assenting to contradictory propositions. The Stoic discussion of logical fallacies also abounds with people being led to assent to inconsistent propositions. In the "heap" argument, for example, the dupe may assent to "a million grains make a heap", "a non-heap is not made a heap by the addition of one more grain", and "one grain does not make a heap". What distinguishes such cases from the akrasia case, of course, is that the agent does not knowingly assent to a contradiction. The unknowing victim of sophistry does not simultaneously assent to "it's a heap" and "it's not a heap"; rather, he assents to "it's a heap" and assents to certain other propositions that logically entail "it's not a heap." But need we see Medea as so very different? Despite my earlier suggestions, the prima facie analysis of akrasia does not require that she assents to "p" and "not-p". The prima facie analysis means she assents to "' is the best option available to me" while performing the action (. On my account this means that the action ( is the product of an assent to a presentation as ?-demanding (applying the concept "(-demanding"). Both assents may include impulses which move her towards action, and the impulses may operate concurrently. There is no reason to assume that the one associated with judging what is best will win out, for, as I have argued, the connection between proposition and the nature and strength of associated impulse is, to some degree at least, an idiosyncratic and time-relative affair. In the case of akratic action, the impulse to (D produces action; any impulse associated with assent to the other proposition is overridden. Despite this, Medea's assent to the evaluative judgment need not be half-hearted; imagine her commitment in the strongest terms permissible within the Stoic theory.
The propositions "'V is the best option available to me" and "the situation is ?-demanding" are not contradictory, and Medea, at one and the same time, may assent to them both without immediate inconsistency. Even if the first proposition logically entails (with a few intermediaries, let's say) the proposition "it is not the case that the situation is (D-demanding" then Medea is no worse off than the gull of the heap argument. Although at another system, assent is where it lies. Epictetus, Discourses, I 1,7-8 (LS 62K): "the one thing the gods have placed in our power is the one of supreme importance, the correct use of time she may assent to all the intermediate logical steps (as does the dupe), at the moment of action she does not. In fact, she may well be actively suppressing belief in these conditionals. In very important ways, however, Medea may even be more consistent in her belief-states than the victim of sophistic arguments. When we cash out the variables as follows -"not killing my children is the best option available to me" and "the situation demands I kill my children" -there is no way of producing an inconsistency via intermediaries using only the laws of logic. Bear in mind what, in the Stoic system, the former proposition amounts to: that not killing her children is in accordance with the will of Zeus, is part of the providential design. There is no logical inconsistency in Medea believing this to be the case, while deciding to defy Zeus and kill her children all the same. (She might not believe in Stoic doctrine, of course, but let's imagine that she does.) Naturally, the sage would never assent to "' is the best option available to me" while seeing the situation as "not-W-demanding", for the sage lets his actions and assents be determined by Zeus; but Medea, simply, is no sage, nor does she pretend to be, even to herself. The problematic is not how a perfectly rational being could be akratic, but how an ordinary, possibly flawed and misguided being could be akratic.
Let me pause and review the structure of the discussion. I suggested a model in which Medea could assent to more than one presentation at a time. It seemed to me that there was no reason, in principle, why two simultaneous assents might not be to contradictory propositions. This may "trouble" the rational hegemonik6n, but is not out of the question, due to its autonomy. However, I moved on to show that we need not interpret Medea as assenting to direct contradictories, but perhaps just two propositions which require intermediate steps in order to be "made" inconsistent -steps which, at the time, Medea will not assent to. I likened this to the psychological state of the victim of sophistic paradox. I was able, however, to weaken even more: all that is (prima facie) necessary for akratic action is that Medea simultaneously assents to "Wing (not (ing) is the best option available to me" and "the situation is b-demanding", the assent to the latter proposition including an impulse to 4D, resulting in Ding action. These two propositions are not logical contradictories, which becomes clear when we flesh out what the former proposition amounts to in Stoic terms. This account is an advance on merely making space within the Stoic system for the agent to judge that some action is best without performing it -it satisfies some further crucial desiderata: it explains what it might mean to judge that something is best, it provides the origin of the (Ding action (the application of the concept "?-demanding" to the situation), and it explains why there is no necessary connection between judgment and action. Nevertheless, there are various ways in which we might be troubled by the account, three of which I shall now attempt to address -in the process, the model will be elucidated further.
Rationality, Unity and Responsibility
First, we may be troubled by the fact that the Stoics have told us that the human soul is entirely rational, and Medea is clearly being less than rational -as noted above, the sage, as a perfectly rational agent, will never find himself in the psychological straits described. A "perfectly rational" faculty (the hegemonikon) can make mistakes: it can judge that there is a dog when there is no dog, and is no less rational for that. But the misapplication of a concept alone will not be enough for the agent to count as akratic. The akrates, Chrysippus tells us, is "not obedient to reason", her movements are "disobedient to reason and rejecting it."4' Shortly afterwards (in Galen) Chrysippus explicitly says, however, that "It is not the case that if a person is carried away by error and from a misapprehension of something that is in accord with reason, he is also acting in a way that rejects and disobeys reason." Here, Galen points out, Chrysippus "very properly distinguishes affections from errors."42 Therefore it is not in the misapplication of the concept "?-demanding" that Medea is irrational in the required way. I suggest that she is irrational because she applies it while simultaneously believing that the designs of Zeus prescribe not Oing. It is not because this constitutes assent to a contradiction that she is irrational (for I have argued that we need not interpret her as doing so), nor is it because she assents to something against the will of Zeus that she is irrational (that would be mere error). She is irrational because she assents to something against the will of Zeus while believing that it is against the will of Zeus; knowing that the rational design of the universe prescribes l, she chooses not to W. This action satisfies Chrysippus' requirement of "disobedience" and "rejection" of reason. These two terms imply intentionality -they imply that the akrates goes against nature on purpose -she does not "fall away doctor says I should exercise" and "I shan't exercise". If my doctor's advice constitutes the norms of rationality, as would be the case were my doctor Zeus, then it would be "irrational" in a certain sense, but still my decision not to follow his advice would be consistent (and the faculty which freely chooses to ignore the advice may still be properly regarded in an important sense as rational).
Second, it may also be objected that the picture I have drawn in some fundamental way contradicts the Stoic thesis that the soul is unitary. Exactly what the "unity of the soul" amounts to is, upon examination, elusive. Arguably, all along what the Stoics primarily intended when they insisted upon a monistic soul was a soul without physical differentiation, without distinct organs in different parts of the body. Reading Galen on Chrysippus one certainly gets the impression that what is largely under dispute is the organic location of the soul in a single place.48 The much stronger readings of the unity thesis, such that the hegemonikon can only entertain one proposition at a time, that it can not have (in any sense) conflict between its dispositions, are, I suggest, to some degree straw man arguments from hostile doxographers. The important Stoic thesis to salvage is that everything that occurs in the soul is, in some sense, the product of one and the same rational faculty.
The unity thesis (as I'll call it) may concern the "harmony" of mental states -the lack of conflict, or inconsistency. Inwood, after concluding that this thesis couldn't possibly mean that there are no parts to the soul, nor that the soul has no enduring distinctions, goes on to say, "If the soul is monistic at all, it is going to be in the sense that the various powers of the soul all function together harmoniously, with no internal conflict or opposition."49 As I've argued at length, the akrates' psychology contains no formal inconsistency, but, for all that, it may contain conflict. Medea's situation certainly reveals some sort of serious discomfort: she does not perform her action smoothly and contentedly. Yet the logical relation between her assents need not be to blame -much of her dramatic internal strife may simply be due to recognition of Jason's betrayal (we do, on occasions, call a simple, straightforward bad feeling "conflict"). Recall the early image of Austin calmly purloining an extra helping of bombe. Though Austin, in accordance with the analysis under discussion, assents to both "T is the best option available to me" and "the situation is ?-demanding", there is no sense of torturous conflict. What I am arguing is that there are two senses of "psychological conflict", and the suggested analysis entails neither: neither logical inconsistency nor phenomenological distress. How distressed the akrates feels, upon assenting to two propositions of the form in question, is entirely his own decision (based, one is tempted to say, on other propositions assented to, such as how much he cares about Zeus' master-plan).
In his article The Stoics and Akrasia50 Gosling argues that the unity thesis should only be taken to refer to the unity of the hegemonikon. He asks:
What would it be to allow a split of the hyejtovLx6v? It could only amount to either no hycjIovLx6v or two; for it is an attempt either, say, to have 6L)[u without assent or to have two rival assented 6Ltcui, assenting to judgments of rival presentations. But in the latter case we have two rational subjects -a split Medea, one responsible for evil, one not. In fact, the resistance to splitting her hyc_LovLx6v is a corollary of accepting that Medea intentionally opted for revenge.
I do not think that assenting to rival presentations entails "two rational subjects". Imagine less prima facie troublesome presentations: when faced with dinner, I assent simultaneously to "there is a steak" and "there are potatoes". Suppose these assents include impulses: simultaneously I am moved to eat the steak and am moved to eat the potatoes. Of course, something has to give -I do not sit there paralyzed like Buridan's ass. But before resolution -during that second of wavering -there are not "two rational subjects", one herbivorous and one carnivorous; there is just one autonomous subject. The picture is simply of one thing doing two things at once (doing them freely and intentionally). I fail to see why doing two things at once entails two subjects. The sense of required "unity" of the hegemonikon, which would allow Gosling to make this entailment, is left unexplained. His argument, perhaps, depends upon the notion of the hegemonikon as analytically the "ruling faculty" -therefore, were it to issue two commands to action, only one of which was successful, then the origin of the unsuccessful command could not, ex hypothesi, be a ruling faculty. What is mistaken about this view is that we need not see the hegemonikon as issuing two commands -rather, it issues one command (in applying an imperatival concept) and one non-practical judgment.
Third, the quoted passage from Gosling also raises the issue of responsibility, which I shall address quickly. If there is just one subject, who happens to assent to two propositions at once, only one of which results in action, is there are failing of responsibility? No. Medea applies the concept "infanticide-demanding" to the situation -she applies it autonomously, in that she could have refrained from doing so -action ensues (as she knows it will), for which she is morally responsible (insofar as she is ever morally responsible). The mere fact that she was simultaneously freely assenting to another 50 op. cit.
proposition (whatever the content of that proposition) is irrelevant to the issue of responsibility for the performed action; the sufficient conditions for moral responsibility have been fulfilled.5 This much, it must be noted, is more than one can say for the Platonic model as well as the "impulseusurpation" interpretation of the Stoics. According to the suggested sketch, nothing is being "usurped", and the agent is never trying in vain to "retract" the consequences of a judgment. The antecedents of action are entirely within the agent's control: she acts contrary to "reason " and "good judgment" (both understood properly) because she autonomously chooses to do so. Note also that any temptation to identify the agent's personal identity with the logistikon will not trouble this model, as it will a usurpationanalysis: if Medea is her logistikon, then Medea remains responsible for the action.
The analysis that I have offered has, on occasions, flirted with the idea that there is room for some form of genuine conflict within Stoic psychology. At one point I commented that there was no principled reason why the Stoic hegemonikon might not even simultaneously assent to "p" and "not-p". Since it is unclear in exactly what sense the hegemonik6n is monistic, it is unclear whether such an allowance would be permissible. It did seem that if rationality entailed true autonomy, then the possibility of assenting to inconsistent propositions was unavoidable (so long as one can assent to more than one proposition at a time). I did not argue for this position, however, but moved on to show that we need not see the akratas as assenting inconsistently in order to satisfy the prima facie requirements of akratic action. Ultimately, I believe, we can give an account of the akratas' psychology within the scope of Stoic theory, which contains minimal (if any) reference to genuine conflict. Conflict is not, I maintain, an analytically-associated aspect of our concept of akrasia, though nobody is denying that it is privileged in our phenomenology and ordinary language. The minimal necessary and sufficient conditions for akrasia are as I originally stated them: Medea is akratic if and only if she freely, knowingly, and intentionally performs an action 1 while judging that an incompatible action T is the better thing to do. This, I have attempted to show, is possible to satisfy from within the system of the early Stoics.52 Princeton University 51 Inwood states that "an impulse is a cause within a theory which makes it possible to ascribe intentionality to human behaviour" (op. cit., pp. 47-8); later (p. 99) he concludes that "on the Stoic theory rational action, assented action, human action, and responsible action emerge as coextensive terms". 52 Iwould like to thank John Cooper for introducing me to this topic, and for his careful and useful comments on an earlier draft of this paper.
